The same developmental principles apparently apply to pure mathematicians, who thus can be viewed as the "lyric poets of the sciences" (Simonton, 2016) . Mathematicians also tend to die relatively young in comparison to scientists in other disciplines. By the same token, those who contribute to pure (rather than applied) mathematics also attain their creative peaks at comparatively young ages. It is telling, for example, that the Fields Medal, which is often called the "Nobel Prize of Mathematics," is bestowed exclusively to mathematicians who are less than 40 years old. This eligibility cutoff is so rigidly enforced that the 39-yearold Andrew Wiles was denied the honor when a gap was found in his famous proof of Fermat's Last Theorem, a gap that was not filled in until after he passed his 40th birthday! This film is billed as a biopic about a mathematician who clearly manifests the longitudinal trajectory of the lyric poet, namely the Indian Srinivasa Ramanujan. Although he was only 32 years old when he died, he started to make major contributions to pure mathematics while still in his 20s. These contributions have secured him a permanent and prominent place in history. Indeed, mathematicians continue to develop his ideas to the present day.
More than that, Ramanujan has been called not just a genius, but rather a "magical genius."
Unlike an "ordinary genius," who comes up with ideas that colleagues believe they could also conceive were they only "100 times smarter," Ramanujan's theorems and conjectures would provoke others to say, "I have no idea where those results came from" (Kolata, 1987 (Kolata, , p. 1519 .
That said, the film is much more than a biopic. It is equally a story of a relationship, almost a bromance, between two men who shared a deep love for mathematics. Indeed, G. H.
Hardy, Ramanujan's senior by about a decade (and who never married), says at the film's onset that their mathematical collaboration marked "the one truly romantic incident of my life." Even so, the two men could not have been more different. Ramanujan was a poorly trained but highly intuitive mathematician. Deeply religious, he believed that his ideas came directly from a divine source. In contrast, Hardy was a pronounced atheist who was trained under Cambridge University's exacting Mathematics Tripos system and who had dedicated his career to raising the level of rigor in English mathematics (which had fallen behind that seen in continental Europe). In fact, the main purpose of their relationship was to work out rigorous proofs for Ramanujan's brilliant theorems-to render them publishable in professional journals. The bulk of the film is devoted to narrating their interactions at Trinity College over about a five-year period. Ramanujan's early years in India constitute no more than an extended prologue, his last year in India just a brief epilogue.
The acting is superb, as one might surmise from the leads. Ramanujan is played by Dev Patel, who received major "breakthrough" and "rising star" recognition for his performance in the Oscar-winning film for best picture Slumdog Millionaire. Hardy is portrayed by Jeremy Irons, a veteran performer and Oscar recipient. The screenplay was adapted by the director from Kanigel's (1991) biography with the same main title. The film's associate producers included an actual recipient of the Fields Medal as well as a mathematician who currently works in the same areas as the protagonist. This involvement ensured that the mathematics was not watered down to an unrecognizable degree. Indeed, glimpses from the pages of Ramanujan's amazing notebooks were scattered throughout the movie. The screenplay also tried to add some human interest by recounting Ramanujan's personal relations with his wife and mother back home in India-albeit these inserted moments often came across as distractions. The narrative also did not shy away from the more ugly aspects of Ramanujan's experiences with an often bigoted British imperial culture. Only his passion for mathematics likely enabled him to rise above it.
Not surprisingly, the movie does have the expected share of goofs. For instance, the production apparently paid insufficient attention to depicting the practices associated with the Hindu denomination to which Ramanujan belonged as a devout Brahmin (e.g., he would not have worshiped Ganesh, the elephant-headed god). A less subtle error concerned the well-known episode regarding a taxicab with the number 1729 (which Hardy had thought "dull" but which his protégé instantaneously noted was the smallest number that was the sum of two cubes in two distinct ways). When Irons first mentions the number, he says "1739" rather than "1729." This mistake is corrected later when the actual taxicab is shown.
But these mistakes are commonplace in almost all feature films.
All in all, I thought the net result was an emotionally engaging and intellectually informative film about perhaps the greatest mathematical genius of the early 20th century. To me it provided an excellent cinematic counterpart to such important books as Hardy's (1940 Hardy's ( / 1969 ) A Mathematician's Apology and Jacques Hadamard's (1945) The Psychology of Invention in the Mathematical Field. The film, like the books, introduces nonmathematicians to actual mathematical creativity rather than dwell on the rote learning of mathematical formulas and algorithms that they might have suffered in school.
Therefore, I was disappointed that the movie was not better received. Naturally, one would not expect that an arthouse film would do great at the box office, but it seemed the kind of product that might earn some critical acclaim and a reasonable share of movie awards. Yet most critics were only slightly positive toward the film, and it received no major nominations
